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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: on page 4, 
line 1 1 , the word "us" is either a misspelling of the word "thus" or in need of removal; 
and on page 5, line 9, the word "with" is most likely a misspelling of the word "within". 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: the article "a" 
between on line 5 between the words "estimate" and "vehicle" should be edited for 
clarity. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,064,970 to McMillan et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,470,303 to Kidd et 
al. 

As per claim 1 , McMillan et al. teaches a method for estimating vehicle damage 
comprising the steps of: 
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--the claimed sensing a vehicle incident is met by vehicle operational data 
recording systems having been suggested for identifying the cause of an accident and 
therefore an accident (106 and 108, Fig. 1)(see: column 2, lines 54-59); 

--the claimed automatically sending vehicle incident data to a service center is 
met by an immediate upload of trigger event data to a central control center (110 and 
1 1 2, Fig. 1 )(see: column 8, lines 66-67); 

--the claimed utilizing the estimated vehicle damage in a vehicle insurance 
decision process is met by the analyzed sensor data with the purpose of being used as 
determinant rating factors in a vehicle insurance process (Fig. 2)(see: column 5, lines 
40-43). 

McMillan et al. fails to teach: 

--the claimed using the incident data to automatically estimate a vehicle damage; 

Kidd et al. teaches a method of automatically estimating vehicle damage based 
on provided vehicle incident data (see: abstract). 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
found it obvious to estimate vehicular incident damage using the estimation methods 
known to those in the industry as taught by Kidd et al. (see: column 1 , lines 44-52) 
within the methodology of sensing, recording, and transmitting vehicle incident data to 
an insurance customer service center for insurance decision processing as taught by 
McMillan et al. (see: column 9, lines 30-33) because this provides the insurance carrier 
with incident notification sooner for quicker processing. 
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5. Claims 2-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,064,970 to McMillan et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,470,303 to Kidd et 
al. in view of PGPub U.S. 20050108063, Madill et al., and further in view of Official 
Notice. 

As per claim 2, McMillan et al. teaches a method for estimating vehicle damage 
comprising the steps of: 

--the claimed sensing a vehicle incident is met by vehicle operational data 
recording systems having been suggested for identifying the cause of an accident and 
therefore an accident (106 and 108, Fig. 1)(see: column 2, lines 54-59); 

--the claimed obtaining an incident delta velocity from the vehicle incident is met 
by the types of elements monitored and recorded including rapid deceleration and rapid 
acceleration (see: columns 7-8, lines 67-1); 

--the claimed sending the incident delta velocity to a service center is met by an 
immediate upload of trigger event data to a central control center (1 1 0 and 1 1 2, Fig. 
1)(see: column 8, lines 66-67); 

McMillan fails to teach: 

--the claimed at the service center, using the incident delta velocity with vehicle 
identification information to automatically estimate a vehicle damage value; 

The obviousness of combining the teachings of Kidd et al. within the method 
taught by McMillan et al. in regard to estimating vehicle damage using delta velocity is 
discussed in the rejection of claim 1 and incorporated herein. 

McMillan also fails to teach: 
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--the claimed receiving a claim damage estimate; 

The Examiner takes Official Notice that an insurance carrier receiving a claim 
damage estimate for analysis is old and well known in the insurance industry. For 
example, when an insured customer is involved in an automobile accident, he or she 
may submit an estimate for repairs from the body or repair shop to the insurance carrier 
and thereby file a claim. Therefore, it would have been obvious at the time the invention 
was made to include claim damage estimate submission requirements to facilitate 
claims processing. 

McMillan also fails to teach: 

--the claimed comparing the automatically estimated vehicle damage value to the 
claim damage estimate; and 

--the claimed in response to the comparison, making an insurance claim- 
processing related decision. 

Madill et al. teaches a method for assessing the potential for fraud of an 
insurance claim based the comparison of at least one data request element disclosed in 
the claim to additional insurance data (see: abstract). In addition, based on an 
assessment such as the one just mentioned, Madill et al. teaches methodology for 
making investigatory insurance claim-processing related decisions (Fig. 3)(see: 
paragraphs 64-65). 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
found it obvious to make an insurance claim-processing related decision based on an 
automatic comparison of the estimated data elements as taught by Madill et al. within 
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the methodology of sensing a vehicle incident, calculating delta velocity, sending said 
computed data to a service center as taught by McMillan et al. within the methodology 
of automatically estimating vehicle damage based on said provided incident data as 
taught by Kidd et al., because this would efficiently allocate investigative resources and 
may result in cost savings. 

As per claim 3, Madill et al. teaches the claimed step of making an insurance 
claim-processing related decision includes requiring an insurance inspection if the 
automatically estimated vehicle damage value differs by more than a predetermined 
amount from the claim damage estimate as met by the determination to take further 
investigative action based on a claim if certain indicators surpass a certain threshold 
(307 and 309, Fig. 3)(see: Detailed Description of Several Embodiments, paragraph 
64). 

As per claim 4, Madill et al. teaches the claimed step of making an insurance 
claim-processing related decision includes omitting an insurance inspection if the 
automatically estimated vehicle damage value is consistent with the claim damage 
estimate as met by the determination to not take further investigative action if certain 
indicators do not meet a certain threshold (307 and 31 1 , Fig. 3)(see: paragraph 65). 

As to claim 5, see discussion of claim 2 above as the system form of the claim 2 
method is rejected here in a like manner: McMillan et al. further discloses systems 
elements for a module sensing an occurrence of a vehicle incident and developing 
incident data responsive thereto (106 and 108, Fig. 1)(see: column 2, lines 54-59); an 
in-vehicle transceiver for automatically sending vehicle incident data to a service center 
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(Fig. 3)(see: column 5, lines 61-63); Kidd et al. discloses the system element of an 
estimator within the service center using the incident data to automatically estimate a 
vehicle damage value (see: abstract); and Madill et al. discloses the system element of 
a decision processor providing a business recommendation responsive to the estimated 
vehicle damage value (see: paragraph 7). 

As to claim 6, see discussion of claim 3 above as the system form of the claim 3 
method is rejected here in a like manner: Madill et al. further discloses a system 
wherein providing feedback indicating that additional investigation is warranted (Fig. 
3)(see: paragraph 58). 

As to claim 7, see discussion of claim 4 above as the system form of the claim 4 
method is rejected here in a like manner: Madill et al. further discloses a system 
wherein providing feedback indicating that additional investigation is unnecessary (Fig. 
3)(see: paragraph 58). 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to the 
applicant's disclosure. 

In related art (U.S. 6,076,028), Bruce R. Donnelly and David G. Schabel teach a 
method and apparatus for detecting, characterizing and reporting vehicle events, such 
as crashes, by utilizing delta velocity estimations to trigger an automatic crash 
notification system for altering dispatch centers. 
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In related non-patent literature, Business Wire reports a mobile collision 
estimating system insurance adjusters utilize to rapidly write, send, and receive 
automated damage vehicle estimates. 

In related non-patent literature, PRNewsire reports a system and method for 
identifying discrepancies and reviewing errors for estimated auto physical damage 
claims before repairs are completed, and providing decision support information based 
on such analysis. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert A. Sorey whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
3606. The examiner can normally be reached 8:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Mon - Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles R. Kyle, can be reached at (571) 272-6746. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at (866) 217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Robert Sorey/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 4194 

December 7, 2007 

/Charles Kyle/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 4194 



